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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. The Amendment submitted on October 21, 2004, has been entered. Claims 1-7 have 
been amended and claims 8-19 have been added. Therefore, the pending claims are 1 - 19. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Applicants election with traverse of Group II in the reply filed on October 21, 2004 is 
acknowledged. The traversal is on the grounds that the inventions are not distinct for the reasons 
recited by the examiner (page 8). This is not found persuasive because the claims as amended 
require the product to be applied to a depth of 54 the thickness of the substrate. This limitation is 
not present in the process claims and is not required in the composition claims either. Therefore, 
the method of making the product and the product are distinct. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 5, 7, 8, and 13 - 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Taylor (5,756,161). 

Taylor discloses a lofty, dense nonwoven web comprising a cleaning composition 
(abstract). The cleaning composition comprises a surfactant blend having one or more nonionic 
surfactants and one or more anionic surfactants (column 4, lines 23 - 28). The nonionic 
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surfactant can be a coconut monoethanolamide, stearic monoethanolamide, coconut 
diethanolmide (column 4, lines 30 - 35). The cleaning composition has a semi-solid bar-like 
character at room temperature (column 4, lines 60 - 65). 

The lofty nonwoven web is preferably constructed of polyester fibers and made through a 
dry laid or air laid web forming process which is then needlepunched (column 3, lines 60 - 67). 
Taylor teaches that the nonwoven material preferably has a thickness of 0.125 to 3 in (125 to 
3000 mils) (column 3, lines 55 - 58). However, Taylor discloses that the nonwoven material can 
be any size or shape without departing from the spirit of the invention (column 3, lines 50 - 53). 

Taylor fails to teach that the cleansing composition comprises a depth of Vi the thickness 
of the nonwoven web. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to apply the coating to a depth of approximately one-half 
of the thickness of the fabric, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 
215. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated by the need to provide a cost-efficient 
cleaning product which has enough of the cleaning composition to adequately clean the desired 
product while decreasing the cost of production by limiting the amount of soap added to the 
cleaning product. Further, it would have been obvious to modify the distribution of the cleaning 
composition in the fabric so that the fabric produced would have an uncoated side which has a 
better, softer hand during use. This would protect the users hands from becoming covered in 
soap during use while still efficiently cleaning the desired surface. Thus, claims 5, 7, 16, and 18 
are rejected. 
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Claim 8 is also rejected since the amount of water used to prepare the composition would 
not matter in the final product since the water is evaporated to create a solid soap mixture. 
Claims 19 is also rejected since polyester inherently has a melting point greater than 

140°C. 

Further, claim 13 is also rejected since a residue left on a surface by the cleaning article 
is not a positive structural limitation of the claimed article. Instead, the material is only required 
to be capable of leaving a residue. The article taught by Taylor would leave a soap residue when 
wiped on a surface. 

Taylor fails to teach the claimed basis weight of the fabric and a thickness of 60 to 80 
mils. However, Taylor does teach that the fabric can be any shape or size desired. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to optimize the basis weight and 
thickness of the fabric to choose a weight and thickness with sufficient strength to be used as a 
cleaning cloth without ripping or disintegrating during use, while minimizing the amount of raw 
materials used to produce the fabric. Further, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to choose the claimed basis weight and 
thickness, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215. Thus, claims 
1 4, 1 5 , and 1 7 are rej ected. 

5. Claims 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor in 
view of Sheridan (6,103,644). 

The features of Taylor have been set forth above. Taylor fails to teach using 
dialkylammonium chloride or ethylene oxide/propylene oxide block copolymer in the cleaning 
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composition. Sheridan is drawn to a cleaning matrix coated with a soap composition which is 
dry to the touch. The cleaning composition includes a mixture of surfactants, lubricants, 
protectants, and emollients (column 3, lines 22 - 25). Sheridan teaches using known surfactants 
such as dimethyl ammonium chloride (column 4, lines 32 - 34) and polyoxyethylene polypropyl 
block copolymers (column 4, line 61) in the cleaning composition. It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art to use known surfactants used to create soap compositions 
in the composition taught by Taylor, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a 
worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. In 
re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. Taylor teaches that one or more surfactant can be mixed together to 
produce the soap composition. It would be obvious to those of ordinary skill to add additional 
surfactants which are also used in soap compositions to produce a cleansing product. Further, it 
is obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to combine the separately-taught prior art 
ingredients which perform the same function since it is logical that they would produce the same 
effect and supplement each other. In re Crockett andHulme, 126 USPQ 186 (CCPA 1960). 
Thus, claims 9 - 12 are rejected. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claim 6 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

7. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art fails to teach or fairly suggest creating a cleansing pad with a cleaning composition 
made from an alkanolamide, an anionic surfactant, and either a wax or an imidazoline, which is 



Application/Control Number: 10/625,608 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1771 

solid at room temperature and coated onto a needle punched nonwoven fabric. While Taylor 
teaches adding a cleaning composition with an alkanolamide and an anionic surfactant to a 
needle punched fabric, there is no teaching in the prior art to add a wax or imidizoline 
component to the solid soap composition which is used to clean hard metal surfaces such as pots 
and pans. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jenna-Leigh Befumo whose telephone number is (571) 272-1472. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 - 5:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Terrel Morris can be reached on (571) 272-1478. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



*Tenna-Leigh Befumo \J 
January 10, 2005 



